Abstract:
INTRODUCTION
In Europe (EU 27 and Switzerland), freight trains are mainly equipped with brake blocks whereas disc brakes equip only more recent freight wagons with high performance (roughly 5% of wagons). Friction material of brake blocks wagons is mainly cast iron (P10) and it is used on more than the 75% of European freight wagons. Since a relevant part of railway freight traffic is used during the night and many railway lines are close to highly populated areas, noise reduction has become a relevant issue. According to a study [1] , "Railway freight traffic is the main contributor to the noise problems of the European Railways" and "there is a high potential for the reduction of railway noise in Europe." Because of these EU recommendations, since July 2006, all new or retrofitted wagons had to be conformed to TSI noise [2] .
Experimental tests carried out by UIC (The International Union of Railways) have proved that one of the main reasons of freight trains noise is the cast iron particles that remain attached to wheels after braking and they determine Despite all this work done, a study [8] recalls that freight train noise 'will remain a problem for EU citizens and their health and will not be sufficiently reduced before 2030'. In this context, railway research can play a fundamental role by developing numerical simulators capable to manage trains with mixed types of wagons (i.e. cast iron, type k or LL) in order to increase the train length and study their performances in terms of longitudinal dynamics. In [9] there is an excellent review on longitudinal dynamics even if the issue of friction coefficient of brake blocks is not covered in detail.
Motivated by the above consideration, this paper provides a set of polynomial fits to experimental data aimed at modelling the friction coefficient of CBB type LL. These polynomials fit test rig data of one of the homologated friction material [7] in configuration 2xBg (see also Appendix). This work is part of the study for the revision process of UIC CODE 421 [10 -11] , on the interoperability of freight trains, and it is an original contribution in this field, since it employs for the first time experimental test data obtained during the homologation process. The developed model is compliant with the UIC certified TrainDy software validated against TRENITALIA data in [12 -13] and internationally in [14] . Some preliminary results on this topic have been reported in [15] ; here, the paper further extends the analysis by comparing in-train forces and stopping distances between uniform trains equipped with cast iron brake blocks and CBB type LL. Once established a new model for friction coefficient of CBB type LL, this can be employed in optimization procedures like that described in [16] .
MODEL DESCRIPTION
In order to homologate a CBB type LL, admissible to international freight traffic in Europe, it is necessary to follow the testing procedure described in of UIC CODE 541-4 [5] . At this aim, friction materials have to be tested on dynamometer test rigs compliant with UIC CODE 548 and listed in Appendix H of UIC CODE 541-3.
Test rig data of this paper refer to a friction material in configuration 2xBg in dry conditions, tested according to Appendix A1 of UIC CODE 541-4. More specifically, for two loading conditions -empty (with a mass per wheel of 2.5 tons) and laden (mass per wheel of 11.25 tons)-a series of stopping braking from 30, 60, 100 and 120 km/h have been performed. For empty loading condition, normal forces between wheel and shoe have been 12, 16 and 20 kN; for load condition, corresponding values have been 20, 60 and 100 kN. Each test has been repeated two times, in order to check reproducibility: this means that a characterization of friction material is done with 48 experimental tests that represent 24 different testing conditions.
In order to give an example of experimental dispersion, Fig. (1) shows two examples of variation of friction coefficient as a function of speed, for a test of stop-braking, for two different loading conditions: initial speed V of 100 km/h, normal force F k of 100 kN for (a) and V=30 km/h and F k =20 kN for (b). Both in (a) and in (b) there are two series of points which represent two repetitions of the same nominal condition. A careful watching of Fig. (1) shows that an acceptable recording of a braking test starts at a speed lower than nominal starting speed and finishes before than 0 km/h, because at the beginning of the braking the applied normal force is not at the designated level and because at low speed torque measurement can be inaccurate. This is the reason why there are no experimental points in the whole interval of variation of the results, from 100 to 0 (a) and from 30 to 0 (b). In order to fit experimental data by means of polynomial laws, two methods are proposed here: the first employs a fitting polynomial law independent of the starting speed and it is valid in the field [0-120] km/h; the second employs a different fitting polynomial law for each different starting speed (V) and it is valid in the field [0-V]. In this method, current speed plays the role of independent variable and friction coefficient of the dependent one; parameters of the fitting polynomial laws are the loading conditions and the normal force between wheel and shoe. Hence, the complete experimental test campaign is described in the first method (method 1) by means of 6 fitting polynomial laws (two levels of mass per wheel and three levels of normal forces) and in the second method (method 2) by means of 24 fitting polynomial laws (levels of method 1 have to be multiplied by four different initial speeds).
In both methods, friction coefficient values for different levels of mass per wheel and of normal forces are computed by means of a linear interpolation. Moreover, if method 2 is used, values of friction coefficient for current speeds outside the field of application of the polynomial laws are computed by means of extrapolation, as described later on.
Method 1
In this method, for each loading condition and each level of normal force between wheel and shoe, there is only one fitting polynomial law that describes the friction coefficient evolution with the speed. Coefficients are reported in Table  ( 1): first column reports the values of normal force between wheel and shoe in kN; first three rows refer to empty condition (i.e. mass per wheel is 2.5 tons) and last three rows refer to laden conditions (i.e. mass per wheel is 11.25 tons). Polynomial coefficients are from the higher degree to the lower degree. Mean values and standard deviations, in km/h, for all polynomials are 60 and 35.074, respectively.
In both methods, because of different data dispersion with the speed, a weighted polynomial fitting is employed.
The chosen weight w is given by the reciprocal of variance (var) dispersion: i.e.
Moreover, in order to increase the accuracy of the fitting, a centering and a scaling of data are performed: if v is the speed and respectively µ and s are the mean and standard deviation of data, polynomial coefficients are computed in terms of For method 1, the speed range always goes from 0 to 120 km/h and Table (1) provides the polynomial coefficients to be used considering a scaled and centred speed as: . Table 1 . Polynomial coefficients for method 1.
1,168e-3 2,425e-4 -5,689e-3 -9,027e-4 -5,823e-3 -4,408e-3 3,677e-2 3,085e-2 -2,937e-2 9,183e-2
Method 2
This method is similar to the previous one, except that it requires a different polynomial law for each different starting speed. As an example, Fig. (3) shows the evolution of instantaneous friction coefficient with speed, when V=120 km/h, F k =20 kN and MpW=11.25 tons: because of weighted polynomial fitting, fitting curve is close to data from, roughly, 85 km/h to low speed and it is less close to data for high speed, where data dispersion is high (for this test). In this figure, besides experimental data (given by black asterisk), there are three solid lines: 1) red solid line represents the polynomial fitting of data; 2) green solid line represents the connecting third order polynomial to zero speed; 3) blue solid line represents the connecting third order polynomial to maximum (starting) speed. For this method, the speed range, used for braking computations, changes according to the initial speed, i.e. it is not fixed. Firstly, a series of polynomials for speed ranges from 0 to 30, 60, 100, 120 km/h have to be computed and then a linear interpolation is employed, as described in the comment of (Fig. 4) .
From the test results obtained for each UIC approved friction material the static friction coefficient is a function of normal force between wheel and shoe; it varies from 0.23 (low normal force) to 0.21 (high normal force). In this paper, variation of friction coefficient between these two bounds is assumed linear with normal force, varying from 12 kN up to 100 kN. Connecting polynomial at low speed is of third order and it guarantees point and slope continuity with polynomial data fitting (red curve). Such third order polynomial has a slope at zero speed given by the straight line that connects static friction coefficient to first point of polynomial data fitting. Different conditions are set for the connecting polynomial at high speed (blue line): this is still a third order polynomial with point and slope continuity with polynomial data fitting, but it has zero slope at maximum (starting) speed V and the value of friction coefficient at this speed is equal to the value of friction coefficient at maximum speed of polynomial data fitting. Polynomial coefficients are reported in Table ( 2); first 12 rows refer to MpW=2.5 tons the other rows to MpW=11.25 tons. Normal forces for low mass per wheel are 12, 16 and 20 kN; for high mass per wheel they are 20, 60 and 100 kN. First three rows refer to the speed of 30 km/h and normal forces are, respectively, 12, 16 and 20 kN; the next three rows refer to the speed of 60 km/h (with values of normal force as before) and so on. 
In this case, also, independent variable, speed, has been centered and scaled; Table ( 3). reports the value of mean and standard deviation to be used with coefficients of Tables (2 and 3) reports also the field of validity of polynomials reported in (Table 2) . Tables (2 and 3 ). have to be used to compute friction coefficient for intermediate speeds; for low and high speeds, i.e. for connecting polynomials to zero and maximum (nominal) speed of the test, respectively, (Table 4) has to be used. If method 2 is used to compute friction coefficient and train starting speed is different from the experimental ones (i.e. 30, 60, 100 and 120 km/h), a (linear) interpolation of data is required. Fig. (4) shows an example that refers to a starting speed of 40 km/h, when the MpW=11.25 tons and Fk=20 kN: as it is clear, the curve that refers to the lower starting speed is linearly extrapolated and then the linear interpolation is applied. Fig. (4c) shows with solid line the interpolating polynomial that describes the instantaneous friction evolution with speed for a stop -braking from initial speed of 40 km/h. However, effective use of the model requires further interpolations for values of mass per wheel and normal forces between wheel and shoe that are different from the test conditions. Results reported in this paper employ linear interpolations also to manage such situations.
From the above description, method 2 is more complex to handle than method 1.
MATCHING AGAINST EXPERIMENTAL TESTS
Polynomial fitting reported above has been tested against experimental data provided by TRENITALIA. Such experimental data refer to slip tests performed on two wagons: Eanos, equipped with a classical empty/load braking device, and Sgns, equipped with a more recent auto-continuous braking device. It is here recalled that: empty/load braking systems have two levels of braked weight, one for empty (low payload) conditions and another for laden conditions. They have also a level of mass (called "inversion mass") to switch from one condition to another. Maximum air pressure in brake cylinder is around 1.2 bar in empty condition and 3.8 bar in laden condition. Auto-continuous braking systems have the characteristic to change wagon braked-weight with wagon mass, continuously. For this type of Sgns wagon, air pressure in brake cylinder is 3.8 bar and braking force is changed by mechanically varying rigging ratio. Error with respect to experimental measurements is always below 5% and method 2 is usually closer to experimental measurements than method 1: this means that more complexity of method 2 provides a better accuracy. This error has the same order of magnitude of error obtained by TrainDy [14] , during its validation process, when cast iron brake shoes were tested and Karwatzki analytical law [17] was employed. Moreover, experimental values reported in Table (5) are the result of a correction operated according to UIC CODE 544-1, Appendix F.3 [18] . In fact, actual initial speed is usually different from the nominal starting speed; hence, as Table (6) shows, from measured values (label "Measured SD"), s_cor1 values are computed. From their mean value (s_cor1 av.) another correction is applied, considering the current rigging efficiency and the time to reach the maximum pressure in brake cylinder (BC), getting the value s_cor2. Comparing data of Table (6) with data of Table (5), stopping distances computed by method 2 provide an error of the same order of magnitude as the experimental tests. [19] . This (small) difference between numerical and experimental pressure in BC differentiates numerical and experimental results in terms of speed and acceleration. It is worth remembering, in fact, that the deceleration of the wagon is the effect, among other aspects, of the product between the normal force between shoes and wheel and the coefficient of friction. Friction coefficient depends not only on the speed of the rolling stock but also on the value of the normal force between wheel and shoe, which depends, among other aspects, on the value of the air pressure in the brake cylinder.
Similarly, Fig. (6) shows, for the same experimental conditions of Fig. (5) , the evolution of speed with position on the track measured experimentally (coloured curves) and computed numerically (black curve). The numerical result of Fig. (6) refers to a starting speed equal to test #7 of Table (6) and to other influencing parameters (e.g. rigging efficiency, time to reach maximum pressure in BC, and so on) that match this experimental test. Fig. (7) displays the acceleration in the same numerical conditions used for Fig. (6) . Experimental data have been filtered by applying a spline to speed data with a sampling frequency of 10 Hz (original data have a sampling frequency of 5 kHz). This result shows the worst agreement in comparison with experimental data. The difference in terms of maximum acceleration (since it is negative it is actually a deceleration) is up to 20%. However, since the wagon is a freight wagon, this error has not a big importance, moreover, since it occurs at almost zero speed, it has usually low importance for derailment risk (when high compressive in-train forces govern this type of accident).
Similar results are also obtained for the other test conditions, both for Eanos wagon and Sgns wagon, and are not shown here for the sake of conciseness. 
EFFECT ON IN-TRAIN FORCES
Aiming to provide a first understanding of the effect of CBB type LL on in-train forces, a series of simulations on homogeneous trains have been performed. An emergency braking on a straight plain track from 30 km/h has been simulated, considering trains whose mass is equal to the current limits allowed by UIC CODE 421 [10] for different braking regimes (P, GP). Table (7) shows simulations results in terms of stopping distance, 10 m Longitudinal Compressive Force (LCF 10 ) and instantaneous Longitudinal Tensile Force (LTF). LCF 10 is the minimum in-train compressive force acting in the 10 m before the current position. LCF 10 is used to synthetically test the safety against derailment of train makeup, whereas LTF can be used to evaluate the risk of train disruption. In-train compressive forces are displayed with a negative sign. According to the simulations, CBB type LL effect in-train forces providing lower values for G and P regimes and higher values for GP and LL regimes. Best performances are for P regime where both stopping distance and in-train forces are usually reduced (in absolute value). Finally, Fig. (8) shows the evolution of maximum in-train tension force for homogeneous trains equipped with Eanos wagons performing an emergency braking from 30 km/h, in braking regime LL. Maximum values of instantaneous longitudinal tension forces occur at similar speeds and far from low speeds where acceleration peaks have been experienced.
CONCLUSION
Noise of rail freight transport is becoming an important issue for Railway Undertakings in recent years. The use of Composite Brake Blocks (CBB) is a contribution to solve this problem, replacing the "historical" cast iron (P10). Among the types of CBB, the one that allows a quicker use is the "LL type". Braking performance of this friction material is accurately measured by bench tests; then it is further verified by means of individual wagon slip and inservice tests. This paper illustrates two methods by which computing of a series of polynomial curves from the experimental data on the bench can be performed: the first computes polynomial law from maximum speed (120 km/h) to zero, whereas the second computes several polynomials for different initial starting speeds. These curves describe the trend of friction coefficient as a function of speed for different wagon mass and the intensity of braking action. The proposed model is verified by means of a comparison with slip tests of two Trenitalia freight wagons, obtaining satisfactory results in terms of stopping distances, speed and acceleration. Validation results show that second method is usually more accurate than the first method. The maximum error against experimental data is experienced in acceleration peak, where an error of 20% is found for the second method. However, this error occurs almost at zero speed where inaccuracies do not have an important effect on stopping distance or on in-train compressive forces. Numerical results here reported show that high in-train tension forces occur at speed far from zero.
This work is the first one in which certified experimental data are used to derive a numerical model of the instantaneous coefficient of friction for these CBB. This allows the computation of Longitudinal Train Dynamics for trainsets where wagons equipped with CBB type LL are employed; these new types of trainsets are going to replace the current trains operated by European Railway Undertakings. By polynomial data here reported, computation of in-train forces of these trainsets is made available to all the researchers in this field. Moreover, since the paper shows some differences in terms of in-train forces, see (Table 7 and Fig. 8) , it is important to further investigate this topic, for example by means of statistical studies, in order to verify if new trainsets have the same level of safety of the previous ones, with respect to longitudinal dynamics. 
APPENDIX: SHOE GEOMETRY
Reference [20] mentions two types of shoes "Bg" and "Bgu". According to International Union of Railways (UIC), Bg stands for "Bremse sohle geteilt", brake shoe split, whereas Bgu stands for "Bremse geteilt mit unterteilter Sohle", brake shared with subdivided shoe. If the wheel is pressed by two shoes of type Bg or Bgu, the labels 2xBg and 2xBgu are used, respectively. Fig. (9) shows braking scheme of a wagon equipped with an empty-load device: dimensions here reported are in millimeters and represent an example of geometry. A configuration 2xBg is displayed in this figure. Fig. (10) shows more in detail the geometry of Bg shoe (a) and Bgu shoe (b). Dimensions of friction surfaces for these two types of shoes are as follows (in millimeters): 320x80, for Bg and two surfaces of 250x80, for Bgu. Fig. (9) . Braking scheme of a wagon equipped with an empty-load device. 
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